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Commentor No. 360: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 360

Draft PEIS Comment Form

There are several ways lo provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. These include;

» atending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

 returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meating or to the address below

» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

® faxing your comments 1oll-free 1¢; 1-877-562-4592

& commenting vid €-mail: Nuclear.Infrastricture-FEIS @hg.doe.gov

Name (optional}

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

Ciny: State: Zip Code:

Telephone (optionat).

E-maif {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

U5, Dapartment of Enargy * 19901 Gemantown Road = , MD 20874 {3
Tol-ree Teteptone: 1-877-562-4593 + Toll-drew Fox: 1-B77-562-4592 15\
E-mall: Nuclearinfrastuchite-FEIS@ha.doe.gov %

T12/08

Formote infarmation conlact: Colefte &, Brown, NE-5O 49 %

360-1

360-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 361: CharlesF. Hubbard

Response to Commentor No. 361

PP A Ty R YR R T T F P R (AT E LI T T T R TR

Draft PEIS Comment Form

S A

MY COMMENTS  ARE: /. PERMANENTIN DEARCTIVATE
FFTT R. CONSTRUCT A NEar RESEARCH KEFCFOR

3 REPROCESS SPENT Fybpr FROM COPMNERC/BE AND pifs (TARY
REACTORS 4 BEVEID A PROCESS te W TIIE  THE ksl
SURPAKUS WARHEAD [MYENTERY A4 A Fugh SovRcE,

S, SPEED WP THE (CAFAN-wD AT THE MAT/HNAL
HUCAEAR S/TES (HANFIRD odn RiDdE, ETC.)

DéfE HAS THE REMZATION f2F SPEND /AL MicH AND
Porne AITTAE, Fix TS5,

MY REserz WIRW AT wPpsSi

AND  FITF,

NOfbNES FrEED) FNorNEER
/222

There are several ways o provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

® attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

 returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

s calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593

s faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

» commenting ¥ia e-mail: NuclearInfrasiructure-FELS @hq.doc.gor

Name {optional}: CHARAES _E RuBBARD BS/EED) /967 fetT

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle oney _£32 5« THORMBERRY DR,

City: LAH_AIRER

Telephone (optional): _344 — A0 — 2% gy
E-mail (optional): fubberds @ ate, nets

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

State: L6+ Zip Code: G52}

Fot mors Infoomalen contock: Colate  brown, MES0 4
\LS. Deportment of Energy * Germantown Road + Germantown, MD 20874
‘ol-hee 1esapnone Hmsez DS Vol ves Rk ¥ 877 6 423

mall: Nuclearinfrastructure-PES@ha.doe.gov

T2/

361-1

361-2

361-3

361-4

361-1:

361-2:

361-3:

361-4:

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 4, Construct New
Research Reactor. It should be noted that permanent deactivation of
FFTF is apart of this alternative.

DOE notes the commentor'sinterest in the reuse of nuclear fuel and
surplus plutonium, although issues of fuel reprocessing and surplus
plutonium disposition are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited
the commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from
spent nuclear fuel. The" Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final

Environmental Impact Statement” (DOE/EIS-0283, November 1999)
Record of Decision (January 2000, 65 FR 1608) (see description in
Volume1, Section 1.7) includes the reuse of some surplus plutonium

from dismantled weapons in mixed oxide fuel (MOX).

DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding the need to expedite
cleanup at DOE facilities. The restart of FFTF or any of the other
proposed alternative facilities would not impact the schedule or available
funding for existing cleanup activities at Hanford, INEEL, or ORR.

DOE notes the commentor's concern relating to the cost of DOE
programs.
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Commentor No. 362: Frank Hanley
I nternational Union of Operating Engineers

Response to Commentor No. 362

Shternational Union of @peraﬁnq (g’hg,:"z"r'ie.érs

1128 BEYENTEENTH STRELT NORTHWEST # WASHINGTON, B. €. 20038

AFFILIATED WITH TMR AMERICAN FEDEMATION OF LABOA AHD CONGRESS OF ENDUSTIIAL ORGANIZATIONS

ok | 4 % N 4 % %

OFFICK OF GENERAL FRESIDENT & (202 4289100 L ol

Aupust 28, 2000 @@ PY

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary

U. 5. Department of Energy
Washinglon, DC 20585-10C0

Dear Mr. Secretary:

I am taking this opportunity to comment on the Department of Energy’s (DOE) Draft PEIS
concerning future plans for the nation's nuclear infrastructure, including the potential restart of the
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) located at DOE’s Hanford Site in Washington state,

The International Unien of Operating Engineers fully supports this union - built and eperated
FFTF program. The benefits of having a facility such as the FFTF operating in a preduction mode
include enhanced health care by having a stable, abundant supply of medical isotopes fer treatment
and research for the public. Let's not rely on forcign sources for our isotopes; instead we should
provide the nation with superior nuclear research capabilities, which will keep American workers
and skilled trade unionists productively working. The populace of the United States and the world 362-1
will reap the expected benefits. Moreover, the technological growth and specific knowledge that can
be gamered from this research is viraily important to the nation as we strive to reduce our
dependence on foreign fessil fuel supplies. Utilizing the existing facility for these endeavors is a
fiscally prudent and sound public policy decision. Trespectfully urge a favorable DOE decision to
proceed with a fully operational FFTF at the Hanford complex.

Sincerely,

Frank Hanley
General President
FH:pm

[N Vﬁs Colette E. Brown, NE-30
.8, Department ef Energy

362-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 363: F.P. Brown

Response to Commentor No. 363

Draft PEIS Comment Form

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

® attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

# returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

® faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

* conumenting via e-mail: Nuclear [pfrasiructure-PEIS @hq.doe. gov

Name {optional): o @t T

Organization: el red

rganizalion Address (circle unc):Miﬁ‘—_

/?050 2w iee Texg<

Ciq:ﬁﬂéﬂzﬂ&% State: X Zip Code_L 6648,
Teleghane (optionaly:__ /4 ~4.§3- 2093

E-mail (optional}:

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

Fot mom infommalion contock: Colelte E_ Biown, NE-50 &
U.§. Depadment of Energy « 19901 Gamantorwn . niown, WD 30874 B
Tol-frea Teiephons: 1-877-552-4593 - Toll-iree Fax: 1-877-562-4502
E-mak: Nuclaor Infrastruchurs PESGHG dos.gov &
T12H%

363-1

363-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 364: Dorothy L. Brown

Response to Commentor No. 364

Draft PFIS Comment Form

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

# returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4393

» faxing your comments toll-free 10: 1-877-562-4592

» commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

B,my&;, A N R

Name (optional):

Srganization:

Homert Tganization Address (circle one):

Ciry: f%?:ﬂm;{fm_a_ Swta&%ézlp Code:__ qu -

Telephone (Dpuom.l)(c/—/é‘) 4(4’:? 0? d ‘??

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more inl ﬂmcoMuchalenaEBmwnNHD £

us. Dapunmenl of Ene-gy 19901 Gemontown = Germaniown, MD 20874 {3
88 Telaphona. 1-877-562- 459! Toll-rea Fox: 1-877-662-4592
E-mall: Nuclearinfrosiiucine-FES@Ehn dos.gov

T2

364-1

364-1. DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 365: Daniel E. Simpson

Response to Commentor No. 365

N :7<
48 Danjel E. Simpson Nuctkar Consulting

118 Hillview Drive
Richland, Washington 93352
Usa

flugust 27, 2088

Ms. Collette 8rown

DOE Office of Space and Defense Power Systems, HE-58
199081 Germantown Road

Germantoun, MWD 20874-1298

Comnents on DRE Draft NI PEIS:

Reference: DRAFT Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
Accompiishing Expanded Civilian Muclear Energy Research and Developmment
and Isotope Production Missions in the United States, Including the Role
of the Fast Flux Test facility. DOE/EXS-0310806. July 2808.

Please accept these comments on the reference NI PEIS. I conclude that
restart and operation of the FFTF should be a key element of the subject
program, together with utilization of existing thermal neutron reactar
irradiation facilities to the extent of their capability and
availability.

1. This report indicates that Alternative 1: "Restart FFTF", provides the
greatest Mission Effectiveness of the alternatives evaluated. The report
did not evaluate the national VALUE of the Hission Effectiveness of the
alternatives, nor the cost. The report stated that cost will be
considered in alternative selectlpn, put is not a required environmental
impact consideration.

(A recent news report states that a cest analysis “confirms that the
Fast Flux Test Facility is the most effective means for meeting the
entire suite of missions proposed by the Department of Energy.” The quote
is attributed to Senator Slade Gorton in reference to the cost analysis).

2. The NI PEIS report indicates no environmental ilmpact bar to any of the
alternatives. All could be carried out within the bounds of sound
practice and applicable standards and regulations.

8.This report elearly indicates that national mission needs would be best
met by a combination of a Fast neutron reactor and one or more thermal
reactors available far irradiation services. FFTF restart is the obuious
path to fast reactor availablity. ATR is an excellent thermal irradgiation
reactor Facility, but limited in availability due a priority mission. It
would be logical to utilize the irradiation capability of Candu reactors,
in cooperation with €anada, up to the limits of capacity. When thermal
irradiation needs exceed the Candu plus DOE facility available capacity,
construction of the new research reactor becomes logical.

&. A key reason For providing both fast reactor and thermal reactor
irragiation facilities is te produce the wide variety of isotopes for
which there is a need. Some isotopes are most efficiently produced in

365-1

365-2

365-3

365-4

365-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
along with the use of existing thermal neutron reactor irradiation facilities,
it isassumed that the commentor isreferring specifically to ATR and
HFIR totheextent of their capability and availability. Under Alternative 1
ATR and HFIR would continue to perform their present missions;
however, they would not undertake any new missions as outlined in the
NI PEIS.

365-2: Theestimated costs of the range of reasonable alternatives are presented
in the Cost Report, summarized in Appendix P of the Final NI PEIS.
However, the Cost Report is not a cost-benefit analysis. Whileitis
reasonabl e to believe that the benefits of medical isotopes are substantial,
the purpose of this NI PEIS is to describe the nuclear infrastructure
missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), arange of reasonable aternativesfor
satisfying the mission requirements (Section 2.5 of Volume 1), and the
environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the
aternatives. According to 40 CFR Section 1502.23, if a cost-benefit
analysis exists, it must be reported and summarized in the NI PEIS.

365-3:  Thiscomment isnoted. Anaysesinthe NI PEISindicate that al of the
alternatives assessed in the NI PEIS can be conducted within the bounds
of sound practice and applicable standards and regulations.

365-4:  Asstated in EIS Volume 1, Section 2.6.1, the use of CANDU reactors
was considered, but dismissed because this would not meet the
programmatic issue of enhancing the United States infrastructure to
support the stated missions.

DOE notes the commentor's recommendation to use FFTF for fast
neutron produced radioisotopes and to use a new research reactor for
thermal neutron produced radioisotopes should existing facility capacities
prove insufficient. This combination of facility useis not a specific PEIS
aternative. However, in the process of reaching a decision the Secretary
may consider, asappropriate, combinationsof PEIS alternatives. All
isotopes capable of being produced in athermal reactor can be produced
in the FFTF reactor.

365-5:  The NI PEIS evaluates alternative ways of achieving the program
objectives on aprogrammatic basis. Therefore, both reactors and
acceleratorswere considered in the evaluation of irradiation facilities.
DOE acknowledgesthat al of the alternatives are not equally effectivein
meeting the program objectives.
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Commentor No. 365: Daniel E. Simpson (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 365

the high enerqgy neutroen flux of a fast reactor; mang others are most
effficiently produced by thermal neutrons. FFTF target assemblies can be
configured to accomplish thermal energy neutron lrradiations, but fast
nestron irradlatlen is its natural role. The new research reactor
described in the report is well designed for thermal neutron irradiation
for isotope production, and is a logical choice te expand production if
existing facility capacities, including FFTF, are insufficient.

5. It appears from the information provided that particle accelerators
are not inherently ideal for isotope productien. This approach, it seems,
would be compiex and uncertain and would not be 3 lsgical choice for the
production missions.

4. In conclusion, thorough analyses by DOE have shown that restart of the
FFTF and operation 35 a neutron irradiation facility is ian the national
interest. Furthermore, 3 long period of operation in this service can be
expected with confidence. The FFTF was conceived, designed, and built to
develaop advanced technralogy for civilian nuclear program needs. [t was
subject to high standards and exacting criteria for safety and operational
performance. The safety of the design and the adequacy of the safety
analysis were confirmed by detailed independent review by the Muclear
Regulatory Commission staff and the national Adviseory Committee on Reactor
Safequards. The FFTF remains today a modern facility, with a demonstrated
record of safe and successful operation. Its design for irradiation of
diverse materials and compenents in the reactor core provides inherent
Flexibility that fits well with missions of isotope preduction; both the
facility design and its management procedures are consistent with such
uses. In particular, there are well-developed procedures for safety
analysis, review, and approval of irradiation target specimens.

Thank you For your consideration.

Daniel E. Simpson

365-4
(Cont’d)

365-5

365-1
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Commentor No. 366: James Chung

Response to Commentor No. 366

From: James.Chung@fluor.com%internet

[SMTP:JAMES.CHUNG@FLUOR.COM]
Sent:  Thursday, August 31, 2000 7:10:59 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF Environmental Impact Statement
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Sir or Madam,

It is with great concern that | write this e_mail to you regarding
the decision to re_start the FFTF. The draft EIS has all the
pertinent facts included, but will the facts alone determine your
decision?

If logic dictated our actions then FFTF would never have been
put in standby mode in the first place. The arguments for
re_starting the FFTF, and thereby correcting our past mistakes,
have been promulgated more thoroughly and eloquently than
that which follows. Nevertheless, | will reiterate the key point.
Nuclear Sciences are vital to our National Security, National
Energy Policy, Medical Science, Global Economic Sustainability,
and Global Climate stability.

There are many legitimate and sound reasons to re_start the
FFTF. Often these technical arguments are drowned out in a
cacophony of emotional and illogical voices whose sole purpose
is to feel a sense of accomplishment by ridding our nation of the
specter of radioactivity and all things nuclear. | believe that the
followers in the anti_nuclear movement are honestly

ignorant of the scientific merit of nuclear technology, these
people are genuine in their fear and mistrust of things nuclear.
The leaders of these movements however, are not to be
excused for their part in furthering and exploiting this ignorance.

366-1

366-2

366-1

366-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations.

366-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 366: James Chung (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 366

Please, let us not be swayed by the strident cries of those

who opinions are formed in ignorance and misinformation.

Instead, why not decide to re_start FFTF based solely on
the facts. Thank you for your thoughtful consideration.

Sincerely,

James Chung

2105 Kuhn Street
Richland, WA 99352
509.943.8357

366-2
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Commentor No. 367: Carolyn Keeler

Response to Commentor No. 367

From: Carolyn Keeler[SMTP:CKEELER@UIDAHO.EDU]
Sent:  Thursday, August 31, 2000 6:39:00 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: making Plutonioum_238

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Ms. Colette Brown

| am a concerned citizen in ldaho. We do not want any production
of Plutonium in our state.

Reprocessing is not acceptable and should not be considered at
INEEL or any other facility

Building 666 is a decrepit and highly contaminated building and
should be decommissioned in a manner that is protective of human
health and the environment _ AND THE WATER IN IDAHO! How
can you live with yourself knowing that the aquifer in Idaho that is
being contaminated under that building is running into the Snake
River and then into the Columbia?

On top of that Plutonium_238 production is unnecessary, NASA
doesn't even need it and its use too risky to produce.

Using ATR at INEEL would interfere with its current mission of
producing medical and industrial isotopes that is at least beneficial
to humans instead of deadly.

Also, please consider extending the comment deadline 30 days.

Thanks for listening.

Dr. Carolyn Keeler

” 367-1
367-2

367-3

367-4

367-5

Il 3676

367-1: Thecommentor's position concerning the production of plutoniumin ldaho
isnoted. Under Alternatives 1 through 4, the Fluorinel Dissolution
Processing Facility isacandidatefacility for the production of plutonium-
238 to support NASA's deep space missions. Plutonium-238 is not used

to make nuclear weapons.

367-2: DOE would not conduct any reprocessing to produce weapons grade
plutonium under any of the alternatives considered under this PEIS. The
alternatives include processing of target materials used to produce
isotopes for medical and industrial uses, plutonium-238 for space missions,
and nuclear materialsresearch and development. Sections4.3.1.1.13;
4.3.2.1.13; 4.3.3.1.13; and 4.4.3.1.13 were revised to clarify the waste
management approach for waste resulting from processing of target

materials for plutonium-238 production.

Building CPP-666 is divided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility and
the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF). The FDPF is under
consideration in this PEIS for storage of neptunium-237 oxide, preparation
of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238 from irradiated
targets. Thisfacility will meet the criteriato conduct these operations
safely with further analysis and/or minor modifications.

367-3:  DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding groundwater
contamination and the potential for its migration to the Snake and
Columbia River systems. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
activitiesto remediate existing contamination of the Snake River Plain
aquifer attributable to INEEL sources are ongoing and of high priority to
DOE. INEEL has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention program in place as summarized in Volume 1, Section 3.3.11.8
that would govern any proposed site activities. Analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.2.1.4,4.4.2.1.4,4.5.2.2.4, and
4.6.2.2.4) addressing use of the FDPF indicate that there would be no
discernibleimpacts to groundwater or surface water quality at INEEL
from normal operation of FDPF in support of the proposed activities.

367-4: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to the production of plutonium-

238 for usein future NASA space exploration missions. Section 1.2.2 of
Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a
domestic plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space

exploration missions.
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Commentor No. 367: Carolyn Keeler (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 367

367-5:

367-6:

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation asaresult of the proposed

production of plutonium-238 are relatively low and are discussed in detail
in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and AppendixesH, I, and Jof Volume 2inthe
Final NI PEIS. For over 30 years, radioisotope power systems have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions. However, potential health and safety
impacts associated with future launches of spacecraft utilizing plutonium-238
are not within the scope of the NI PEIS analysis, but would be

addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by NASA in
support of such missions.

As stated in EIS Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.2, ATR would continue to meet
itsmedical and industria radioisotope production mission for the no action
and most other aternatives considered where ATR is not used for the
production of plutonium-238. If ATR were to be used as a production
facility for plutonium-238 (options 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, and 9 under Alternative 2),
it would support medical and industrial radioisotope production to the
extent possible. DOE would try to minimize the impact of the new
mission on current medical and industrial radioi sotope production.

DOE notesthe commentor’srequest for extension of the public comment
period. The Council on Environmental Quadity’s (CEQ) “ Regulationsfor
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act” (40 CFR 1506.10(c)) require that aminimum of 45 daysbe
alowed for public comment on the Draft NI PEIS. As stated in the
Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.), the public comment period
began on July 28, 2000 and continued to September 18, 2000. In
preparing the Final PEIS, DOE has assessed and considered both oral
and written comments received on the Draft PEIS during the public
comment period and has responded to these commentsin the Final PEIS.
Volume 3 of the NI PEIS contains public comments received on the NI
PEIS and DOE responses to those comments. Moreover, late comments
were considered to the extent practicable.
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Commentor No. 368: Samuel E. Snider

Response to Commentor No. 368

From: Sam and Jane
Snider[SMTP:SJSNIDER@MICRON.NET]
Sent:  Thursday, August 31, 2000 8:49:52 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Plutonium_238

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please consider halting any further efforts to reprocess
plutonium_238 at the INEEL in Idaho. The production of
such substance appears to be unneeded and far too risky.
The danger to the environment far outweighs any possible ” 368-2
benefit that could come from the results of such efforts.

Thank you.

368-1

Samuel E. Snider
SJSnider@micron.net

368-1:

368-2:

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to the production of
plutonium-238 at INEEL for use in future NASA space exploration
missions. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose
and need for reestablishing adomestic plutonium-238 production
capability to support NASA space exploration missions.

Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from
implementation of the alternatives, including normal operationsand a
spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents. The environmental
analysis showed that radiol ogical and nonradiological risks associated with
each alternative would be small.
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Commentor No. 369: Peter B. Roth

Response to Commentor No. 369

From: Peter Roth
[SMTP:PETERBROTH@NOCHARGE.ZZN.COM]
Sent:  Thursday, August 31, 2000 9:47:34 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF Restart
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Collette Brown/Secretary Richardson,

Please accept the following as public comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement on the Nuclear Infrastructure
EIS.

As a citizen of the Pacific Northwest, | am deeply concerned about
the United States Department of Energy?s proposal to restart
Hanford?s Fast Flux Test Facility Nuclear Reactor. | wish to have
my values incorporated into the formal administrative record and
taken into consideration when adopting the final record of
decision. | also want you to respond to my concerns before you
make your record of decision.

First of all, | do not want any plutonium produced in this world. It
is such an extremely toxic substance that it is not worth using it
for any purpose (especially when alternatives to its use exist)! In
addition, considering Hanford?s overwhelming problems,
including the crisis with tank waste treatment, as well as the
damage caused by and radiation released from the Hanford
wildfire, restarting FFTF is absolutely unacceptable. We must
deal with the waste already at Hanford and focus on the clean_up
mission. FFTF maintenance has already gobbled up $100 million
in clean_up money and distracted from desperately needed
clean_up. Tank wastes are already seeping towards

the Columbia River. More wastes must not be added to those
tanks. Clean_up must be the only priority. We must save the
Columbia River.

369-1

369-2

369-3

369-4

369-3

369-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns. This NI PEIS has been prepared
in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and
the related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts
1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively. DOE

prepared a separate Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact
Assessment to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
aternatives presented in the NI PEIS. Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40
CFR 1505.1(€e)), agenciesare encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents available to the public before adecisionismade. DOE mailed
this document to about 730 interested parties on September 8, 2000. The
report was made availableimmediately upon release on the NE web site
(http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE hasalso
provided a summary of the Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation
Impact Assessment in Appendix Q in the Final NI PEIS. DOE gave
equal consideration to all comments. In preparing the Final NI PEIS,
DOE carefully considered comments received from the public. DOE's
Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on a number of factors
including environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation
impacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other policy and
programmatic objectives.

369-2: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to enhancing its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to support production of plutonium-238 for usein
future NASA space exploration missions. Through a Memorandum of
Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems,
and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or
would be enhanced by their use. In addition, under the National Space
Policy issued by the Office of Science and Technology Policy in
September 1996, and consistent with DOE's charter under the Atomic
Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining the capability to provide
the plutonium-238 needed to support these missions. There are
approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S.
inventory available to support future NASA space missions; no viable
aternative to using plutonium-238 to support these missions currently
exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of

radioi sotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is anticipated
that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by
approximately 2005. Without an assured domestic supply of
plutonium-238, DOE's ahility to support future NASA space exploration
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Commentor No. 369: Peter B. Roth (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 369

Also, | object to the fact that you are asking citizens to
comment on an incomplete study. You have not told us
how you will deal with non_proliferation issues or additional
waste from FFTF. Should FFTF be restarted, that decision
will be illegal under Federal law and will be overturned!

Do the right thing, shut down FFTF now and save the future
of the Columbia River!

Sincerely,
Peter B. Roth

7415 _ 5th Ave NE #208
Seattle WA 98115 5370

369-1

369-5
369-1

369-6

369-3:

missionsmay belost. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to further
clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing adomestic plutonium-238
production capability to support NASA space exploration missions.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 are relatively low and are discussed in detail
in Chapter 4 of Volume 2 and appendixes H, |, and Jof Volume 2 in the
Final NI PEIS. Potential health and safety impacts associated with future
launches of spacecraft utilizing plutonium-238 are not within the scope of
the NI PEIS analysis, but would be addressed in the specific NEPA
documentation prepared by NASA in support of such missions.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and migration of contamination towards the Columbia
River. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.

FFTF islocated approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River. There
are no discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater. Further, none of the proposed activities
considered by this PEIS will be added to the tank wastes.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

In regards to the Hanford wildfire of 2000, the DOE Richland Operations
Office, the State of Washington Department of Health, and U.S.
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Commentor No. 369: Peter B. Roth (Cont’'d)

Response to Commentor No. 369

369-4:

369-5:

369-6:

Environmental Protection Agency performed environmental monitoring on
and around the Site to assess potential radiological impacts. The wildfire
did not cause arelease of radioactive materials from any Hanford facility
but did result in resuspension of radioactive materials which were already
inthe environment. The low levels of radioactive materialsthat were
resuspended were slightly above natural background levels and required
severa days of analysisto quantify. Information on this event has been
made available to the public and can be accessed at http://www.Hanford
gov/envmon/indes.html. Thissite aso providesalink to information on
the independent offsite air monitoring that was conducted by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency.

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 (e.g.,
see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section 4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sitesis not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13als0
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

See response to comment 369-4. FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from
the Columbia River. There are no dischargesto theriver from FFTF and
no radioactive or hazardous dischargesto groundwater. Asindicatedin
analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4,4.43.1.4,4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible
impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from
operation of Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 370: Roger H. Webb

Response to Commentor No. 370

From: RogerHWebb@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:ROGERHWEBB@AOL.COM]

Sent:  Friday, September 01, 2000 1:44:12 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: Mjcontini@aol.com%internet; PamAWebb@aol.com%internet;

roger_h_webb@rl.gov%internet

Subject: Public Comment on FFTF PEIS

Auto forwarded by a Rule

2115 Blue Jay Lane

West Richland, WA 99353
(509) 967_6600

e_mail: rogerhwebb@aol.com

August 31, 2000

Ms. Colette E. Brown, U.S. Department of Energy,
Office of Space and Defense Power Systems,
NE_50, 19901 Germantown Road,

Germantown, Maryland 20874 1290

Subject: Public Comments on the NI PEIS for the FFTF
Ms. Colette E. Brown:

Thankyou for the opportunity to make comments on the Nuclear
Infrastructure Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
for the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) dated July 24, 2000. My
name is Roger Webb, and | am an engineering consultant in the
nuclear industry as well as an 11_year resident of the Tri_Cities.
| have a B.S. in Nuclear Engineering and am a registered
professional engineer in the state of Washington. | am submitting
my comments electronically as | have a schedule conflict with the
available public comment opportunities.

Although | can expand upon my comments if needed, | am
submitting a brief and concise set of comments to limit volume
in the federal records:
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Commentor No. 370: Roger H. Webb (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 370

D Medical isotopes have proven overwhelmingly beneficial for the
health and welfare of our families and friends and a solid source is
needed. Anyone who has had personal experience with a family
member or friend that could have been saved from death,
diagnosed for specific life_enhancing treatments, or given
isotope life_enhancing treatments but was not could and most
likely would testify for the restart of the FFTF. The issue of
restarting the FFTF is fundamentally political and economical, but
the overwhelming benefits provided to peoples lives cannot and
must not be limited to some political game. After all, what is the
monetary value of ours or our loved ones lives?

D The restart of the FFTF to generate medical isotopes will
accelerate the medical isotope technology for continued
improvements in the quality of people's lives. Additionally, restart
of the FFTF as an existing facility will surely save lives and
money. Clearly, restart of the FFTF will take 3 years and the
building of a new facility will take approximately 10 years.

From a safety and performance point_of view, the FFTF has a
proven track record of excellent and safe performance and

is expected to have a remaining lifetime of at least 35 years

to support said missions.

D The restart of the FFTF will provide a long_term economic
diversification multiplication effect for the Tri_Cities, Washington
state, and the whole United States. Cleanup of legacy Hanford
waste will continue to be a priority for the Department of Energy
and as this is completed, economic diversity will be reduced.
Restart of the FFTF will result in the development of core
medical isotope technology and health business and treatment
centers in the Tri_Cities and across the nation as well as
internationally. In a nutshell, restart of the FFTF to support the
generation of medical isotopes will provide our great country
with the foundation of being internationally reknown in the

area of medical isotope technology.

370-1

370-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 370: Roger H. Webb (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 370

| request that you have FFTF declared the preferred alternative
in final PEIS and that you do so with a quick record of decision
to restart to save cancer patient lives.

Very Truly Yours,

Roger H. Webb, P.E.
(submitted via e_mail)

370-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 371: Marjorie Worthington

Response to Commentor No. 371

From: George Worthington
[SMTP:GBWORTH@EARTHLINK.NET]

Sent:  Thursday, August 31, 2000 10:59:59 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Comments on Draft PEIS

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| attended the August 30, 2000 public hearing in Seattle,
Washington, andlistened to arguments for and against the restart
of the Hanford FFTFreactor. The hearing clarified my long held
conviction that proponents ofplans to activate the reactor are in
some way connected with _ or buyinginto the arguments of the
"military and industrial complex" against whichDwight Eisenhower
warned citizens of this country over nearly 50 years ago.

Have we not yet learned that it is in our best interest to serve
ourselves,our fellow occupants of this fragile planet, and future
generations bycleaning up the messes with which we have
polluted our environment, andconcentrating on finding less harmful
ways to harness energy, to share andcooperate with each other in
more creative ways?

We must start with our own communities, and keep our promises..
Cleanup atHanford is an imperative. PLEASE honor the Tri_Party
agreement, shut downFFTF, and put all efforts into CLEANUP at
Hanford.

Marjorie Worthington
Enumclaw, WA 98022

371-1

371-2

371-3

371-4

371-1:

371-2:

371-3

371-4:

DOE notes the commentor's concerns rel ated to the use of itsfacilities

for defense purposes. DOE made clear in its presentations and
discussions during the public hearings that the missions being addressed
were non-defense. It is hoped that DOE's openness and desire for public
input were evident to the public attending the hearings. The purpose of
this NI PEISisto evaluate the environmental impacts of reasonable
aternativesto fulfill the requirements of the DOE missions, which include
the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of
plutonium-238 for NASA space missions, and civilian nuclear research and
development. Asevaluated under Alternative 1 in thisNI PEIS, FFTF
would be restarted to accomplish these nondefense-related missions.
Other unrelated nuclear energy and defense-related considerationsare
beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS. DOE's Record of Decision for the NI
PEISwill be based on anumber of factorsincluding environmental
impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules,
technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.

The restart of FFTF or any of the other proposed alternative facilities
would not impact the schedul e or available funding for existing cleanup
activitiesat Hanford, INEEL, or ORR. The NI PEIS addressed the
environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of the
waste generated by the proposed actions for al alternatives and
aternative options. Waste minimization programs at each of the
proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be implemented
for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The waste
generated from any of the proposed alternativesin the NI PEIS will be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and appropriate DOE orders.

DOE notes the commentor's interest in alternative energy sources,
although issues of research and development of alternative energy sources
are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The DOE
missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include the production of
medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technol ogies.

DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at
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Commentor No. 371: Marjorie Worthington (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 371

Hanford. Although beyond the scopeof thisNI PEIS, ongoing activities
to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. A Tri-Party
Agreement change was made to place the milestonesfor FFTF's
permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a decision on
whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs. Prior public
meetingswere held on thisformal milestone change.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected. If the decision is made to shutdown the FFTF,
then cleanup dollars will be needed to deactivate the facility, which could
impact the overall Hanford cleanup schedule.
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Commentor No. 372: De Ballard

Response to Commentor No. 372

From: del ballard[SMTP:DEL_BALLARD@PRODIGY.NET]
Sent:  Friday, September 01, 2000 12:46:52 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: senator_murray@murray.senate.gov%internet

Subject: Support for Restart of FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Colette Brown, Document Manager
Reference DOE/EIS_0310D, Draft IN PEIS

| strongly support the option to restart the FFTF at Hanford,
Washington, to meet all isotope production and research
requirements.Reports have shown that the FFTF can meet all of
the nations needsrelative to production of Plutonium 238, to make
isotopes for medicine,and provide an excellent tool for research
and development.

This "newest and most modern" of existing DOE reactors is a
proven anddependable facility. Why think of starting from scratch
to constructnew facilities at immense expense to the taxpayers
when we have anexisting facility.. | know from personal experience
while working myentire professional career on Government projects
that inevitably suchhigh technology facilities cost more and take
longer to place inoperation than initially estimated. Such increased
costs and delayswould very likely be true of any new reactor or
accelerator.

| believe that the medical isotope technology field will grow to be a
major health contributor for the nation and the world. FFTF has the
capacity for the production of the many and varied types of
isotopesneeded. Some isotopes that will surly be needed and
used in thefuture, such as copper 67, cannot be produced in the
proposed newresearch reactor. The FFTF, and the fast neutrons it
produces, has thatcapability.

372-1

372-2

372-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

372-2:  DOE notes the commentor's support for restarting FFTF for enhancing its
existing nuclear facility infrastructure for medical isotope production.

372-3:  DOE notes the commentor's opinion.
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Commentor No. 372: Del Ballard (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 372

Estimates have show that the construction cost of a new

small, and less productive, reactor will be almost twice that

of restarting the FFTF_when adding on the cost of FFTF 3723
deactivation. The slightly higher annual operating cost of

the FFTF over a new reactor will be well worth the price.

FFTF exists and is paid for _ lets use it!! I‘ 372-1

Del Ballard, PE, Civil Engineer.
(509) 946_6401

AlIjoe4 131 Xn|H 1584 8yl Jo 9]0y 8y Buipnjou| ‘se1els paliun ay) Ul SUOSSIA Uoonpo.d adojos|
pue swdopreg pue yoressay ABJeu JeajonN Uel|IAID papuedxT Buiysi(duoddy o) Juswere)s 10edul| [elusuuodinug onewwe16old [euld



G¢s-¢

Commentor No. 373: Craig L. Bennett

Response to Commentor No. 373

From: craigben@concentric.net%internet
[SMTP:CRAIGBEN@CONCENTRIC.NET]

Sent:  Friday, September 01, 2000 11:35:53 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF EIS comments

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Leaves

Ms. Colette Brown
DOE Office of Space & Defense Power Systems, NE_50

My name is Craig L. Bennett and | am a former cognizant safety
engineer for the Reactor andHeat Transport sug_systems of the
FFTF and also a former FFTF Reactor Core Management
Nuclear Engineer. | have been in the Nuclear Business since
1955 with General Electric,Battelle Northwest, Westinghouse
Nuclear Fuel Division, and finally Westinghouse Hanford
Company when | retired in 1996.

| am wholeheartedly in favor of restart of the FFTF, it is the safest,
most stable reactor I've beenaround and worked on.

| believe it should be kept in operation and used for Medical
Isotope production and continuedtesting of fuels and materiels for
the next generation of fast reactors. It's a good place to convert
excess weapons grade plutonium to a peaceful use. | have NO
problems living here in theTri_Cities, WA nearby operating
reactors.

373-1

373-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
although it should be noted that conversion of excess weapons grade
plutonium is not one of the stated missions for which it would be restarted.

sasuodsay 30@ pue SIuBLLLoD UaRIp—e Bideyd



9¢s-¢

Commentor No. 374: Dan Moore

Response to Commentor No. 374

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/31/00

Dan Moore
1740 12th Ave South
Seattle, WA 98144

Calling to urge you to add my comment regarding Hanford.
Expressing my opposition torestarting of the FFTF reactor
and urging the Department of Energy to honor the Tri_Party
Agreement and shut down FFTF once and for all. My
opinion is in the interest of public healthof the communities
around Hanford and through the Northwest. Thank you for
your time. Please send me a written comment regarding
your actions on this. Thank you.

374-1

374-2

374-1:

374-2:

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

DOE notesthe commentor’sand concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and the Tri-Party Agreement milestones. Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto remediate existing
contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE. The Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
Agreement. A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the
milestonesfor FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the

DOE reaches a decision on whether the facility will be used to meet
mission needs. Public meetingswere held on thisformal milestone change.
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Commentor No. 375: Theresa Howell

Response to Commentor No. 375

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/31/00

Theresa Howell

128%2 Rogers Street, NW
Olympia, WA 98502

360 705 8614

| actually just heard that there was a hearing but | missed
it in Seattle. | actually grew up in Eastern Washington
near the Tri_Cities in a small farming town. | just wanted
to let you know that | feel it is really extremely important
that we clean up Hanford and not just do it now, but we
should have done it years ago. We shouldn't be putting
any more waste in the State of Washington at all. We
have the most hazardous waste of any other state in the
nation and that is ridiculous. That is right near my home
town, so you should not add any more waste. You should
clean it up as soon as possible. Like, it just seems really
crazy that the places that ship the waste to us get to
comment about the state of the environment and the State
of Washington and that scares me. Scares me because
the [area] of eastern Washington and the Columbia River
are the most beautiful places, and | mean it is great.

If you can send me information about your process

and what your final decision is going to be that would

be great. That was probably the same amount of
testimony time that you gave everyone at the public
hearing. Hopefully that works for you. Thank you.

375-1

375-2

375-1

375-3

375-1:

375-2:

375-3:

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement. The proposed
activities delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford
cleanup activities.

DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding waste generation. The

NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and appropriate DOE orders.

Although not within in the scope of the NI PEIS, DOE notes the
commentor's concerns regarding river transportation of waste to the
Hanford Site and cleanliness of the ColumbiaRiver. Ingeneral,

hazardous wastes are not shipped to Hanford by barging on the Columbia
River. There are two exceptions to this: 1) transport of Trojan Nuclear
Reactor components for disposal in acommercial disposal site, and 2)
transport of decommissioned submarine reactor compartments for burial
at Hanford.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River. There are no
dischargesto the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto the groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 375: Theresa Howell

Response to Commentor No. 375

DOE notes the commentor’s questions regarding the NEPA process and
request for information. As requested, the commentor has been added to
the program mailing list and will receive anotice announcing the
availability of the Final NI PEIS and the Record of Decision, when
published. DOE isrequired under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) to prepare an environmental impact
statement when its actions could significantly affect the quality of the
human environment. Also in compliance with NEPA and CEQ
regulations, DOE provided opportunity to the public to comment on the
scope of the NI PEIS and the environmental impact analysis of DOE's
proposed alternatives. DOE gave equal consideration to all comments.
In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments
received from the public.
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Commentor No. 376: Kelly Caldwell

Response to Commentor No. 376

Public Hearing Pegistration Form

Please place a check mark in the box next to the public hearing altended:

August 22, 2000 August 30, 2000

American Museust of Seience and Energy Washington State Convention and Trade Center
300 South Tulane Avenue 800 Convention Place

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830 Seattle, Washington 93101

Augnst 25, 2000 D August 31, 2000

Westcoast Edaho Falls Hotel Best Western Tower Inn and Conference Center
475 River Parkway 1515 George Washington Way

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402 Richland, Washingron 99352

Angust 23, 2000 D September &, 2000

Hood River [nn Crystal Gateway Marriott

1108 E. Marina Way 1700 Jefferson Davis Highway

Hood Rivet, Oregon 97031 Arlington, Virginia 22202

August 29, 2000

Oregon Museurn of Seience and Industry
1945 SE Water Avenue

FPorilnd, Oregon 97214

Please provide the following information (which will be used to update our
mairlng list and to mail future PEIS-related documents)

M. & Mrs. E/;TMSA —_Dr.
Name: 15/1 HUI CV\« Of.(.\ﬂ;/d/

Tutle (of apphcable)
Organization (if applicable): achir in MMK{ f‘efr'?—' 4'”‘#?]/!}7 Flonag

Home/Organization Address (circle one): 2&1’ LS Sg z S H 7 / u
1

City: ..Q“ - (“""d st O zip cote 1727267
Home Paone. 35~ 25/~ L/ i q Work Phone: —__

Fam o~

B-Mail Address: Clebe il belly @ fedyna |, com

To receive a copy of the foﬂoding documents as they become available, please
Place a check mark on the appropiiate line(s):

— Draft Nuclear Infrastructure Progr. ic Envir tal Impact Stat t {PEIS),
Summary onfy (about 50 pages) .

— Draft Nuclear Infrasiructure PEIS and Summary (about 1,100 pages)

/&‘ Firal Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS, Summary only

— Final Nuclear Infraswructure PEIS and Summary
&Recard of Deegision

—— To receive those documents checked above om CD-ROM

D Please iake me
off your mailing list

Fet rone intormcation conlact: Colame €, Brown, KE-50

U5, Department ot Enengy oDy, oo Ro0c -+ Gomnarioi. b 0874

Tott-free Tolaphone: 1-£77-562-4593 - Tollrea Fax: 1-877-542-4502 1

IR0 E-mcil: Nuclearinfrasiuchure-PEIS@ha.dos.gov
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Commentor No. 376: Kelly Caldwell (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 376
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376-1

376-2

376-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
376-2:  DOE notes the commentor's interest in the Hanford cleanup and

sustainable energy sources. The current Hanford cleanup mission is high
priority to DOE. Implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would have no impact on the schedul e or available funding for existing
cleanup activities. Exploration of solar power and research and
development of other alternative energy sources are beyond the scope of
this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The DOE missionsto be addressed in
this PEIS, which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes,
the production of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and
development, can currently only be met using nuclear reactor or
accelerator technologies.
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Commentor No. 377: Laura Paxten

Response to Commentor No. 377

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/1/00

Laura Paxten

3239 NW Vonn Street
Portland, OR

503 227 4815

I would like the DOE to permanently and immediately take
the Fast Flux Test Facility offline forthe Hanford nuclear
facility. | am a citizen in Portland, Oregon. | am a
registered voter. | agreewith Mark Hatfield, former senator,
whose letter appeared in the Oregonian today. | do not
wantHanford started up in any way. Thank you.

377-1

377-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 378: Brian J. Lutenegger

Response to Commentor No. 378

7460 River Shore Lane
Champlin, MN §§316

September 2, 2000

VIA FACSIMILE

Calefte E. Brown

U.S. Department of Energy
NE-50

18801 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874-1290

Dear Colefte E. Brown:

| wish to comment regarding the draft PEIS, the DOE plan for expanded
production of PLL-238 for future space missions. While, in general, | support
space exploration, | question the safety of the nuclear-powered spacecraft
involved in many of these flights.

NASA IS simply not doing enough to develap aiternative (solar) power sources for
space missions. The European Space Agency (ESA} has now developed high-
efficiency sclar cells for use in deep space missions. NASA should be designing
its own solar cells or working jointly with the ESA to implement their panels in
NASA space missions.
The plutonium productionffabrication process for space nuclear power missions has
recently led to several worker contaminaticn accidents. An expansion of production
will only worsen this problem. And expanding the number of launches of nuclear
powered space devices from Cape Canaveral on rockets with 10% failure rates

will only increase the possibility of a deadly mishap.

378-1

378-2

378-1

378-1:

378-2:

DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear

materials for space missions and interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions. Through a Memorandum of
Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems,
and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or
would be enhanced by their use. These radioisotope power systems have
been used for ailmost 40 years, and have repeatedly demonstrated their
performance, safety, and reliability in various NASA space missions.
NASA establishes the need and requirements for space missions and
undergoes athorough NEPA evaluation for each launch.

Plutonium-238 processing facilities can be safely operated to support the
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of
potential health impactsthat would be expected to result from plutonium-
238 processing, including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents
that included severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that
theradiological and nonradiological risks associated with plutonium-238
processing would be small.
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Commentor No. 378: Brian J. Lutenegger (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 378

® Page? Septerrier 2, 2000
Furthermore, the massive cost of expanded production of plu-238 cannct be
justified at a time when DOE admits it needs over $300 billion to clean-up
existing problems at DOE facilities.

Finally, the military is prometing the use of nuclear power in space for space-
based weapons technolegy. Using nuclear power for space war will have severe
environmental implications for life on Earth. We simply cannct afford to take this

risk for our children's future.

Thank yau for your attention.

Sincerely,

Brian J. Lutenegger

378-3

378-4

378-3:  DOE notesthe commentor's opinion and concern about funding available
for cleanup at DOE facilities.

378-4:  DOE notes the commentor's concern for the use of nuclear power in
space-hased weapons, although issues such as the use of nuclear power
sources in space-based weapons systems are beyond the scope of this
Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. None of the proposed actions are defense
or weapons related. The plutonium-238 produced would be for civilian
NASA space exploration missions, not for defense missions.
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Commentor No. 379: William Hyde
Automotive Research Corporation

Response to Commentor No. 379

09,02/00

SAT 15:40 FAX 2085255258

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS, These include:

» anending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE offcials

» reurning this comment form 10 the registyation desk at the meeting or to the address below
= calling wll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

# faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-§77-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear. Infrastrueture-PEIS @hg.due.gov
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Name (optional): Al aw
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Telephone (optional): M««
E-mail (opricral): ‘M_',_,._,M;_[A’_&Lw

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

information conlock: Colette E. 8rawn, NE-50

US. Dopertmont o Energy lwm Germantown Read + Germantawn, MD 20874
ee Telephenc: 1.877-542.4593 - Toll-hoe P 1-877-862-4592

Emai; Nucleacimrasiucty re-PESEha. dos.gov
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%
)

379-1

|| 3792

379-1: DOE notesthe commentor'sinterest in alternative energy production
methods and alternative power sources for future space missions,
although issues of research and development of alternative energy sources
are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. NASA
establishes the need and requirements for space missions and research
priorities. The DOE missionsto be addressed in this PEIS, which include
the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of
plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment, can
currently only be met using nuclear reactor or accel erator technol ogies.

379-2:  DOE notesthe commentor's support for either the No Action Alternative

or Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 379: William Hyde (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 379
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Commentor No. 380: David Hensdl

Response to Commentor No. 380

89/€2/28Aa0 B8 34 2083545636 HENSEL /RIELSUN PAGE Bl

David Hensel

PO Box 1104

313 8, 200E.

Driggs, Id.

83432

208-354-8636 voice! fax
hensel@tetoqvalley net

Dear Ms. Brown,

I am writing to voice my opposition to reprocessing plutenium, whether it is dene
at the INEEL or any other facility. In 1992, President Bush officially halted )
reprocessing, i an effort 1 stem the flow of plutonium and to encourage other nations
not to engage in this activity. I realize that the proposed facility will not produce
weapons grade plutonium. The technology is nearly identical to the one used to produce
P-239. One of the most disturbing similarities is the fact that alone with the plutonium
the facility will produce hundreds of thousands of gallons of highly radiosctive and
hazardous waste. The US currently has millions of gallons of this waste that is leaking
into the environment, The DOE has no viable cleanup plans for the existing waste. It
makes no sense to produce more waste.

Especially when more plutenium is not needed or wanted. The DOE attempts to
justify this reprocessing by claiming the material is needed to power space probes.
NASA has stated that they do not need anymore P-238,

Another shorteoming of the DOE plans are using Building 666, at the INEEL,
which is one of the most contaminated buildings in America. Buiiding 666 should be
treated as the pile of nuclear waste that it is and be decormmissioned in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment.

Thank you for 1aking the time to read my comments.

U

David Hznsel

380-1

380-2

380-3

380-4

380-1:

380-2:

380-3:

As stated in the comment, the proposed facility will not produce
weapons grade plutonium. Unlike plutonium-239, plutonium-238 is not
used in nuclear weapons. The technology that is discussed in the NI PEIS
would be used to chemically separate plutonium-238 and neptunium from
irradiated targets and not from irradiated or spent nuclear fuel, whereas
reprocessing separates weapons grade plutonium-239 from irradiated
nuclear fuel. As discussed in the separate nonproliferation impact
assessment report, use of this technology to produce plutonium-238 from
irradiated targets will not create a nonproliferation threat. DOE is
committed to full compliance with and support of the U.S. policy
prohibiting reprocessing. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to
further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space
exploration missions.

The use of any of the proposed alternative facilities for the stated
missions would not have an impact on the cleanup missions at Hanford,
INEEL, or ORR. The NI PEIS addresses the environmental impacts
due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of the waste generated by
the proposed actions for all alternatives and alternative options. Waste
minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.
These programs will be implemented for the alternative selected in the
Record of Decision. The waste generated from any of the proposed
aternativesinthe NI PEISwill be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations
and appropriate DOE orders. Waste generation is detailed in Chapter 4
of the NI PEIS for each of the alternatives.

A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems. This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions. Rather, the suspension
of SRTG development efforts was conducted in order to permit
reprogramming of funds to support development of a new radioisotope
power system based on a Stirling technology generator. This new
radioisotope power system, referred to in the subject correspondence,
requires 1/3 less plutonium as its fuel source. However, the Stirling
technology is developmental and NASA hasrequested in a
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Commentor No. 380: David Hensel (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 380

380-4:

September 22, 2000 |etter to DOE that the plutonium-238 needed for
large RTG may be maintained as abackup. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a
domestic plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space
exploration missions.

Building CPP-666 is divided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility
and the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF). The FDPF is
under consideration in this PEIS for storage of neptunium-237 oxide,
preparation of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238
fromirradiated targets. Thisfacility will meet the criteriato conduct
these operations safely with further analysis and/or minor
modifications.
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Commentor No. 381: Ellen Glaccum

Response to Commentor No. 381

SENT BY: GLACC.M 5 g9- '~ D 20:23; 208 €22 5431 =» 3014283713,

Elien Glaccum
Box 1173
Kelchum, 16 83140
208-622-5431/726-9532(Tom's fax)

Ms. Colelte Brown

now:

Office of Space & Defensc Power Systems
fax 1-877-562-4502

Dear Ms Grown:

Lam writing you wilh regard to the DOE's plan to produce PU-238. 1 have VERY strong
feelings aboul Lhis misguided scheme. First and foremost -- PU-238 production is
unnecessary. [ assume said production is destined for NASA which recently has stated
thal it will NOT need mare PLI-238,

Also, wiven that reprocessing Lechnology has been responsible tor buge volumes of liquid
waste contaminated with radioisotopes as well as 1oxic chemicals erealing monumental
cleanup problems at INEL, Hanford and Savannah River why, in God's naine, would any
rationai human being propose to create marg? t's about time that DOE concentrate on
cleaning up its toxic legacy, not create more

With regard to specitic prablems at INEL, there is no way we should be getting back into
the reprocessing husiness. Remember that this facility sits atop the Snake River Aquiter in
4 highly unsteble (both volcanic and carthquakes) geological area, The two facilities DOE
is consiclering for poss:ble production sites arc both unacceptable  Building 660 15 old and
i5 scheduled for demolition (right [Wly so) by DOE. The Advanced Test Reactor is
currently producing medical and industrial isolopes and producing PU-238 would prevent
said production Finally, the state of 1daho hias an agreement o temove, nol produce,
dangerous nuclear waste

In short, this is yet another unnecessary, expensive, hazardous, stupid, [XQF: scheme !
strongly urge the DO to concentrate on cleaning up the mess it's made aver the past 50
years and forget about these sorts of bogus, un-needed, garhage-producing, pork-barrel
wentures, such as the production of PUJ-238

Sincerely

'.r l;.. -
Sl U dGae
Lilen Gladeuwm

¢o Scnators Crag & Crapo, Representatives Simpson & Chenoweth, Governor
Kemplhorne

*i

381-1

381-2

381-1
381-3

381-4

381-5
381-2

381-1

381-1: DOE notesthe commentor'sopposition to enhancing itsexisting

nuclear facility infrastructure to support production of plutonium-238
for usein future NASA space exploration missions. Through a
Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE's charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for
maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8
pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support
future NASA space missions; no viable alternativeto using plutonium-
238 to support these missions currently exists. Based on NASA
guidance to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power systems
for upcoming space missions, it is anticipated that the existing
plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005.
Without an assured domestic supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ability
to support future NASA space exploration missions may be lost.

TheMay 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifiesthat
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems. This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions. Rather, the
suspension of SRTG development efforts was conducted in order to
permit reprogramming of funds to support development of a new

radi oisotope power system based on a Stirling technology generator.
This new radioisotope power system, referred to in the subject
correspondence, requires 1/3 less plutonium asits fuel source.
However, the Stirling technology is developmental and NASA has
requested in a September 22, 2000 | etter to DOE that the plutonium-
238 needed for large RTG may be maintained as abackup. Section 1.2.2
of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and need for
reestablishing adomestic plutonium-238 production capability to

support NASA space exploration missions.

The technology that is discussed in the NI PEIS would be used to
chemically separate plutonium-238 and neptunium from irradiated
targets and not from irradiated or spent nuclear fuel, whereas
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Commentor No. 381: Ellen Glaccum (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 381

381-2:

381-3:

reprocessing separates weapons grade plutonium-239 from irradiated
nuclear fuel. Asdiscussedin the separate nonproliferationimpact
assessment report, use of this technology to produce plutonium-238
fromirradiated targets will not create a nonproliferation threat. DOE is
committed to full compliance with and support of the U.S. policy
prohibiting reprocessing.

Useof any of thesefacilitiesfor the stated missionswould not impact
cleanup missions at DOE sites.

The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing

of neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or
availablefunding for high-level radioactive waste programs at either
Hanford or INEEL. At INEEL, the tanks would not be used although
certainfacilitiesat theldaho Nuclear Technology Engineering Center
(INTEC) would be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing
theirradiated targets. These are reliable systems that would process a
maximum of 1,050 cubic meters of low-level radioactive waste over the
35-year nuclear infrastructure operational period. The higher activity
waste would be treated as a solid form via a stand-alone vitrification
system, separate from any tank waste treatment system. At Hanford,
the existing high-level radioactive waste facilitieswoul d not be used,
and as analyzed in the PEIS, no existing or planned high-level
radioactive waste facilities would be used to treat the wastes resulting
from processing the irradiated targets.

The Settlement Agreement (i.e., Spent Fuel Settlement Agreement, dated
October 16, 1995) between U.S. DOE and the State of 1daho established
schedulesfor thetreatment of existing high-level radioactive waste,
transuranic waste, mixed waste and removal of spent nuclear fuel from the
state. This agreement is not applicable to newly generated wastes.

An extensive discussion of the geology and associated geol ogic hazards

of INEEL and vicinity is provided in Volume 1, Section 3.3.5 of this

NI PEIS. The hydrogeology of the site, to include the Snake River Plain
aquifer, isdescribed in Section 3.3.4.2.1. Since publication of the Draft
NI PEIS, additional facility location-specific information has been

added to these referenced sections asreflected in this Final NI PEIS.
Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS (e.g., Sections 4.2.3.2.5,
43.215,44.1.15,4.42.15,4.5.2.25, and 4.6.2.2.5) addressing use

of Building CPP-651, FDPF, and ATR indicate that |arge-scale geologic
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Commentor No. 381: Ellen Glaccum (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 381

381-4.

381-5:

conditions(i.e., seismic and volcanic activity) present arelatively low
risk to the proposed facilities. Historicaly, regiona earthquakeshave
resulted in small effects on INEEL and would not be expected to
significantly affect specially designed or reinforced structures. Also,
the potential for recurrence of volcanic activity associated with
identified volcanic rift zones during the 35-year mission timeframeis
also very low. Inaddition, DOE will assess the need to evaluate and
upgrade the existing facilitiesin response to natural geologic hazardsin
accordance with DOE Order 420.1 Facility Safety. Thisevaluationis
periodicaly performed as part of facility Safety Analysis Report
updates.

Building CPP-666 is divided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility
and the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF). The FDPF is
under consideration in this PEIS for storage of neptunium-237 oxide,
preparation of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238
fromirradiated targets. Thisfacility will meet the criteriato conduct
these operations safely with further analysis and/or minor
modifications.

As stated in EIS Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.2, ATR would continue to
meet its medical and industrial radioisotope production mission for the
no action and most other alternatives considered where ATR is not

used for the production of plutonium-238. If ATR were to be used as a
production facility for plutonium-238 (options 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, and 9 under
Alternative 2), it would support medical and industrial radioisotope
production to the extent possible. DOE would try to minimize the
impact of the new mission on current medical and industrial

radioi sotope production.
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Commentor No. 383: Charity Schweiger

Response to Commentor No. 383

s dm@w

235 93§5

M. Willam Ricnardson, Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy

Forrestat Building, 7A-257

1000 independence Avenae, 3.W,
Washingten, D.C. 20585

- éé % imur%ﬁ Wro

383-1

383-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 385: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 385

Drafi PEIS Comment Form

- i %Z N !&/g'; T R SE

There are several ways 1o provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

 attending public meetings and giving your comments direcely 1o DOE officials

# returning this commert form 10 the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-frec and leaving your comments; 1-877-362-4593

+ faxing your comments toil-free to: 1-877-562-4592

# commenting via e-mail: Nuclear. Infrastructure-PELS @hg.doe.gov

Name (optional):

Organization:

Home/Organization Address {circle one); SR e, /

=
City: e

Teiephone (opticnal):

Swdd_ 7ip Coded DD

E-mail {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For e infamiction Gontost: Colatte E. Brown, NE-50
U.5. Depariment of Enengy + 19901 Gemmangswn Road + Genmantawn, MD 20874 f5
Tol-free Telephone: 1-877-542-4593 - Tollree Fox; 1-877-552-4592
E-mall: Nuclearinirasinic ure-PEIS@hg doe.gav
THAH

|| 385-1

385-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 386: Beth Call

Response to Commentor No. 386

Restart of FFTF at Hanford, WA, public comment

Beth Call
102 Otis
Walla Walla, WA 99362

The USDOE, in spite of recommendations by its own experts and an outery of NW
citizens, is planning to restart the Fast Flux Testing Facility at Hanford. Restarting
FFTF would be disastrous for many reasons:

1. FFTF would add further high level nuclear waste to 177 underground High Level
Nuclear Waste Tanks, 68 of which are already leaking life-threatening nuclear
waste into the ground water seeping toward the Columbia River &1 a rapid rate.
How can DOE propose to create vet more High Level waste when none of the
present waste has yet been successfully transformed to a stabler form by
vitrification? Insufficient clean-up funding is a major factor in the painfully slow
progress being made in this vital project

2. In 1995 DOE promised in the Hanford Clean-up Agreement to shut down FFTF
and use resulting savings for clean-up. $100 million designated for waste clean-
up has instead been used to keep FFTF on hot standby. Much more would be
spent to restart and maintain FFTF, thus using clean-up funds to instead produce
yet more highly radioactive waste.

3. The Washington State Medical Association says 1t does not need FFTF as an
additional source of medical radicactive isotopes. NASA says it does not need
Plutonium 238 for its space program. So why does DOE want to restart FFTF?
DOE says it could use the Plutonium 238 for other unspecified missions, This
could include nuclear weapons testing and development.

4. The DOE’s Programmatic Environmental [mpact Statement (PEIS) suggests
shipping weapons-grade Plutonium through Puget Sound to fuel the FFTF
Reactor, despite recent vehement protests of nearby residents and the Seattle and
Tacoma City Councils against receiving even spent nuclear fuel. Fire ona
Plutonium bearing ship could kill thousands and permanently leave a large area
uninhabitable,

5. The deadly radioactive waste of Hanford will, if not contained, coniaminate the
Northwestern US and beyond, for thousands of years and countless generations,
potentially rendering this beautifisl area unfit for human habitation. We have an
inescapable responsibility to present and future human civilization to clean up
Hanford NOW. As a first step we must stop the restart of the Fast Flux Testing
Factlity.

Please include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF
Environmental Impact Statement

386-1
386-2

386-3

386-4

386-5

386-6

386-4

386-2

386-1:

386-2:
386-3:

The conclusions presented in the NERA C Subcommitteefor | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission. It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes. However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both research and commercial isotopes
would beviable if operated in concert with producing plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and devel opment for civilian
applications. Asthe NERAC report states: “Inlimited instances, the

DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
largeirradiation volumein FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider itsusefor isotope production.” Inrecognition of these
constraints on its operationa feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions. While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
itisunlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of thesefacilities.

DOE notes the commentor's opposition for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste (e.g.,
solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. High-level radioactive waste
would not be generated from merely operating FFTF. 1tisDOE'spolicy
that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe
and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federa and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE
orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
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Commentor No. 386: Beth Call (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 386

386-4:

386-5:

each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programswill be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs. Prior
public meetings were held on thisformal milestone change.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected. If the decision is made to shutdown the FFTF,
then cleanup dollars will be needed to deactivate the facility, which could
impact the overall Hanford cleanup schedule.

Any future waste generated by these activities will be conducted in
accordance with applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and
appropriate DOE orders.

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to restarting FFTF for expanding
its existing nuclear facility infrastructure. No component of the proposed
action is for the purpose of supporting any defense or weapons-related
mission.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
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Commentor No. 386: Beth Call (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 386

estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 yearswould range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potentia capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies alimited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not
supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS. Assuch, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not
meet DOE's mission requirements. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE's isotope production role and other producers
capabilitiesto fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions; no viable aternative to using plutonium-238 to support
these missions currently exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be
exhausted by approximately 2005. Without an assured domestic supply
of plutonium-238, DOE's ability to support future NASA space
exploration missions may be lost.
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Commentor No. 386: Beth Call (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 386

386-6:

A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems. This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions. Rather, the suspension
of SRTG development efforts was conducted in order to permit
reprogramming of funds to support development of a new radioisotope
power system based on a Stirling technology generator. This new
radioisotope power system, referred to in the subject correspondence,
requires one-third less plutonium-238 as its fuel source. However, the
Stirling technology is developmental and NASA hasrequestedina
September 22, 2000, letter to DOE that large RTGs be maintained as
backup. Section 1.2.2 was revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission
needs.

The commentor appears to express the concern that DOE would expose
people in the Puget Sound area to risks associated with the transport of
weapons-grade plutonium. None of the proposed alternatives would
involve the shipment of any weapons-grade plutonium to any port in the
United States. Alternative 1 does postulate that DOE might decide at
some point to import mixed oxide fuel from Europeto fuel FFTF. At this
time, however, DOE has not proposed to import this fuel through any
specific port. If DOE ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe, it
would perform a separate NEPA analysis to select aport. Thisreview
would address all relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water
transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, as
well as safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300
mixed oxide fuel through avariety of specific candidate ports on the east
and west coasts. It would consider all public comments, including local
resol utions, concerning the desirability of bringing mixed oxidefuel into
the proposed aternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
aternative. Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S.
Department of Transportation regulations. Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
requirements. In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
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Commentor No. 386: Beth Call (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 386

to arepresentative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and overland
transportationto Hanford. Alsointhat section, aboundinganalysis
demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risksto the
surrounding public from mixed oxide fuel shipmentswould be extremely
small (e.g., lessthan 1 chancein atrillion for alatent cancer fatality per
shipment from severe accidents at docks and in channels and less than 1
chancein 50 hillion for alatent cancer fatality per shipment from overland
highway accidents).

sasuodsay 30@ pue SIuBLLLoD UaRIp—e Bideyd



81G-¢

Commentor No. 387: U.S. Representative Doc Hastings

Response to Commentor No. 387

-DOC HASTINGS
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Statement of Congressman Doc Hastings
at the Hearing on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and
Isotope Production Missions in the United States, Including the Role of the
Fast Flux Test Facility.

August 31, 2000
Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to share my views with you this evening.

I’'m here tonight as a strong supporter of the Fast Flux Test Facility and 1 urge the
Department to mave forward with the restart in the Final PEIS.

As alife long resident of the Tri-Cities, 1 understand the unique challenges our
community faces as a result of the Hanford site. And, as the hometown Congressman, 1
know that a majority of Tri-Cities residents support restart of FFTF. As the DEIS
reported: * FFTF would provide the greatest flexibility for both the isetepe production
and nuclear-based tesearch and development...for all of the proposed alternatives.”

It’s time to end the politics of fear that has plagued the debate for far too long. We must
foeus on truth not innuendo, on science not scare tactics, and on the benefit FETF will
provide to this community, the country, and the wotld,

Tonight we’ll hear that cleanup funding at Hanford will be diverted if FFTF is restarted.
That's just not true. In fact, the Fast Flux Test Faeility is funded under an entirely
different account from cleanup dollars in the federal budget. I pledge that I will not allow
the restart to jeopardize cleanup dollars for Hanford.

Tonight we'll hear that new 1ank waste will be added to Hanford if FFTF is restarted.
That's just not true, The spent nuclear fizel will be managed independent of the existing
Hanford site waste management infrastructure by using commercially available facilities
for all waste treatment and disposal activities.

Tonight we'll hear that the Columbia River would be harmed if FFTF is restarted. That’s
just not true, The fact is FFTF’s fuel cycle is a closed cyele with no release of
contaminated liquids to the Columbia River or the environment,

387-1

387-2

387-3

387-4

387-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for implementation of Alternative 1
(Restart FFTF). Theaternatives evaluated in thisNI PEIS are described

in Section 2.5 of Volume 1.

387-2:  TheU.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would aso be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to
Hanford cleanup activities. Asdescribed in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardiess
of the alternative(s) selected.

387-3;  Asdiscussed throughout Section 4.3 of Volume 1, none of the proposed

alternatives would add waste to the high-level waste tanks at Hanford.

Spent nuclear fud resulting from implementation of Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF, would not be managed at commercially availablefacilities. As
described in Section 4.3.1.1.14 of Volume 1, it would be placed in existing
storage facilities or dry storage casks at FFTF, pending availability of a
disposa site.

387-4: FFTFisapproximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River. There are no
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto the groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presentedin
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 387: U.S. Representative Doc Hastings
(Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 387

Tonight we'll hear that FFTF will be used to make weapons grade plutonium. That’s just
not true. In fact, Plutonium-238 cannot be made into a warhead. And in order for any

new missions to be undertaken at Hanford, 2 new Environmental Impact Statement must

be completed.

Tonight we'll hear that the FFTF is unsafe and will put our region in jeopardy, That’s

just not true. FFTF is much safer than commercial power reactors due to its unique I ‘
design.

The truth is that FFTTF will fulfill cur nation’s nuclear infrastructure needs and help save
the lives of millions of Americans and citizens worldwide. At this hearing we’ll hear
from many in our community about the benefits nuclear medicine has provided. This is
just the tip of the iceberg.  FFTT is the only facility in the nation that can produce these
isotopes in the size, quantity, and variety needed to fight all the different types of cancer.

Most of us know someone with cancer or have seen a loved one suffer frem cancer,
Recent developments in the medical isctope field suggest that our ability to combat
deadly cancer strains will be revolutionized by these new isotopes. Section 31 of the
Atomic Energy Act requires the federal government to maintain research and production
quantities of isatopes. The FETF has the unique abilify to produce a steady stream of
different medical isotopes simultanecusly at one reactor, FFTF offers the added benefit
of allowing the government te meet its statutory responsibilities at a low cost to taxpayers
rather than building the capacity from scratch.

Medical isotope research is showing tremendous potential to improve the lives of
millions of people worldwide. There have been many highly successful clinical trials in
the treatment of several major classes of cancer and other medical probfems. Medical
isotopes offer innovative new ways 1o treat cardiovascular disease, arthritis, and other
rheumatic conditions.

Restarting the FFTF would increase the reliability and diversity of medical isotopes while
stabilizing the supply of thesc promising disease-fighting tools. The rapid growth of this
field could support the majority of the costs to pperate the reactor. The Expert Panei has
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the next 20 years
will range between 7 10 14 percent per year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16
percent per year for diagnestic applications.

Some question these numbers but in 1999 alone the demand for therapeutic isotopes
increased by 19 percent. That’s not a projection -- that’s a fact. However, without the
ability to produce these isotopes, lives will be lost and research delayed. I believe that the
restart of FFTF will increase the preduction of isotopes mere than any other option in the
DEIS. We can operate the FFTF safely and efficiently with little risk (e local residents or
Americans anywhere in the country.

387-5

387-6

387-7

387-8

387-9

387-10

387-11

387-5:

387-6:

387-7:

387-8:

387-9:

387-10:

387-11:

Asdiscussedin Section 1.2 of Volume 1, plutonium-238 would be

produced to support NASA's deep space missions. Plutonium-238 is not
used to produce nuclear weapons. All missions considered in the NI PEIS
arefor civilian purposes.

Asdiscussedin Section 4.3, implementation of Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF, would pose no significant risk to the health and safety of the
public or workers.

The commentor's position on medical isotope production in FFTF is
noted. Asdiscussed in Section 2.7.3 of Volume 1, no single-production
method evaluated could satisfy all of the Expert Panel's medical isotope
projections. The medical isotope missionisdiscussed in Section 1.2.1 of
Volume 1.

DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “... ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to devel opment of nuclear power for civilian use.” Cost is one of
the factorsthat will be considered in devel oping the Record of Decision.
Other factors include environmental impacts, public input,
nonproliferation issues, schedules, technical assurance, policy, and
program objectives.

DOE notes the commentor's position on medical research and
applications of radioisotopes.

The commentor's position on FFTF capabilities to produce medical
isotopesisnoted. Findings of the Expert Panel are discussed in Section
1.2.1 of Volume 1. The use of medical isotopes hastracked at levels
consistent with the Expert Panel's growth projections made in 1998.

DOE agrees that the FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3
of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential health
impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1, including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents
that included severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF
would besmall.
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Commentor No. 387: U.S. Representative Doc Hastings
(Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 387

1 continue to believe that the EIS should determine the amount of future health care costs
that would be avoided by using these isotopes. Only then will we be able to quantify the 387-12
enormous benefit provided by this unique facility. Any responsible analysis of FFTF
must quantify expected benefits as well as potential risks and casts.

The PEIS should also include the benefits of isotope production not only for medicine,
but also for biological and agricultural research